Leaders' behaviour fluctuates over time, and leaders use different behaviours that impact their followers. Whereas transformational leadership is associated with positive outcomes, laissez-faire leadership negatively affects followers. An important question that remains unanswered is how the joint use of both leadership behaviours relates to leader effectiveness. In this study, we answer this question by investigating the main and interactive effects of transformational and laissez-faire leadership behaviours on perceived leader effectiveness. Specifically, we hypothesized that leaders are perceived as less effective by their followers when they use both transformational and laissez-faire leadership, because it reduces followers' trust in their leader. Data came from 59 employees who participated in a weekly diary study and provided 228 data points. Results showed that both weekly transformational and laissez-faire leadership predicted trust in the leader assessed in the following week. Trust in the leader, in turn, positively predicted perceived leader effectiveness assessed one week later. Contrary to our predictions, we found that trust in the leader and perceived leader effectiveness were reduced when leaders showed a combination of less (À1 SD) weekly transformational and more (+1 SD) laissez-faire leadership than usual. In the weeks that leaders showed more (+1 SD) transformational leadership, followers had more trust in their leader and perceived their leader to be more effective regardless of the leader's use of laissez-faire. These findings suggest that it is important to take interactions between different leadership behaviours into account when studying leadership effectiveness.
the management of limited resources of those in a leadership position (e.g., for development and training).
To examine our proposed relationships, we employ a quantitative weekly diary study. This research design allows us to maximize ecological validity of our results, because participants report about their experiences in their natural (work) environment, shortly after they have happened. Additionally, looking at lagged within-week effects (i.e., t ? t + 1) enables us to draw firmer conclusions about the causal ordering of variables in the proposed mediation process. Finally, our within-person approach to leadership is important to expand the nomological net surrounding transformational and laissez-faire leadership, especially because processes do not always seem to generalize across different levels of analysis (Dalal, Bhave, & Fiset, 2014; Hamaker, 2012) .
Transformational and laissez-faire leadership According to Bass (1985) , leaders use a range of behaviours to lead their followers, 1 with some behaviours being more active and effective (i.e., transformational leadership) than others (i.e., laissez-faire leadership). This means that leaders are not either transformational or laissez-faire, but can engage in both behaviours at different points in time. Leaders who use transformational leadership are genuinely concerned with their followers and cognitively challenge followers to stimulate followers' growth and development. In addition, setting and communicating an optimistic vision of the future to create meaning in followers' work, and stimulating followers to transcend their self-interests in favour of the groups' interests to create group cohesion are also important transformational leadership behaviours (e.g., Arnold, Turner, Barling, Kelloway, & McKee, 2007; Jung & Sosik, 2002) . Transformational leadership is a typical example of active leadership and has been associated with many positive outcomes for both employees and organizations (for a meta-analysis, see Wang et al., 2011) .
Contrary to transformational leadership, laissez-faire is a form of passive leadership behaviour. Laissez-faire leaders do not take responsibility and avoid interactions with their followers (Bass & Avolio, 1990) , which is why laissez-faire leadership is sometimes referred to as non-leadership (for a discussion on laissez-faire leadership, see Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogtad, 2007; Schyns & Schilling, 2013) . Laissez-faire leadership is ineffective, because it may prevent followers from receiving information and feedback from their leader (Neuman & Baron, 2005) and/or support when dealing with difficult situations at work. Indeed, this lack of adequate leadership has negative consequences for followers, such as higher levels of distress and more conflicts with colleagues (Skogstad, Einarsen, Torsheim, Aasland, & Hetland, 2007) , as well as reduced satisfaction with the job, satisfaction with the leader, and leader effectiveness (Judge & Piccolo, 2004) .
Dynamics of leadership behaviour in a short time period Tims et al. (2011) were the first to examine within-leader fluctuations in the use of transformational leadership. Tims and her colleagues showed that although some leaders are more transformational than others, the extent to which the same leader shows transformational leadership behaviours differs substantially from day to day. Put differently, even leaders who are generally inspiring and challenging to their followers sometimes show more or less transformational leadership. In a similar vein, Breevaart et al. (2016) showed that the use of transformational leadership by the same leader fluctuates from week to week. In addition, Breevaart and colleagues showed that followers were more engaged in their work and consequently received higher performance ratings by their leader in the weeks that leaders showed above-average transformational leadership. In another study, using a sample of naval cadets, and Breevaart, Bakker, Hetland, et al. (2014) showed that the same leader can be both inspiring (i.e., transformational) and controlling (i.e., active management by exception) on the same day. While transformational leadership behaviour is the best way to motivate followers, there may be circumstances under which leaders need to monitor their followers' behaviour more closely (e.g., when followers are working under time pressure on a new task).
With most research focusing on the outcomes of leadership for followers and organizations, and on between-rather than within-person differences in leadership, we are unaware of any empirical evidence to explain why leaders are sometimes more or less transformational and/or laissez-faire. Yet, similar to an extraverted worker who is not very talkative at a team meeting because (s)he just had an argument with his/her supervisor, it seems likely that leaders do not always act the same way. Being inspiring, challenging, and supportive to followers requires effort, time, and self-control (Furtner et al., 2013) , which are known to be finite resources (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998) . In support of this claim, Lin, Ma, and Johnson (2016) showed that ethical leadership behaviour was positively related to abusive leadership behaviour the next day, as explained by ego depletion and moral credits built by behaving ethically. Also, leaders may withdraw themselves from the workplace and therefore not interfere with their followers (i.e., be laissez-faire) when they are in a bad mood, or lack self-control because of a night's bad sleep (Barnes, 2012; Scott & Barnes, 2011) . In addition, leaders may face high job demands themselves on certain days and, as a consequence, be less engaged in their work and with their followers (Alarcon, 2011; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001 ). In the current study, we examine the main and interactive effects of weekly transformational and laissez-faire leadership on followers' trust in their leader and, consequently, follower-rated leader effectiveness.
Leader behaviour and perceived leader effectiveness We argue that transformational and laissez-faire leadership have opposite effects on follower-rated leader effectiveness. That is, based on implicit leadership theories (Offermann et al., 1994; Schyns & Schilling, 2011) , we expect that followers perceive their leader as more effective in the weeks that the leader shows more transformational leadership behaviour, while leaders are perceived as less effective by followers in the weeks that leaders show more laissez-faire leadership. Research has indeed shown that transformational leaders are effective leaders in the sense that followers perform their work better and are more satisfied with their work when they have a transformational leader (for meta-analyses, see Dumdum et al., 2013; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Wang et al., 2011) . In addition, diary studies have shown that followers are more engaged in their work and perform their work better on the days and in the weeks that their leader shows more transformational leadership Breevaart, Bakker, Hetland, et al., 2014; Breevaart et al., 2016; Tims et al., 2011) . On the contrary, laissez-faire leadership is ineffective, because it reduces followers' satisfaction with their work and their leader (Judge & Piccolo, 2004) .
Implicit leadership theories (Offermann et al., 1994; Schyns & Schilling, 2011) are focused on people's everyday image of (in)effective leaders. Specifically, these theories describe the characteristics that people generally associate with (in)effective leaders. Specifically, followers associate leader effectiveness with leaders being pleasant, communicative, strong, sensitive, charismatic, and team players (Offermann et al., 1994; Schyns & Schilling, 2011) . Therefore, we expect that follower ratings of effectiveness are higher in the weeks that leaders are more charismatic, more communicative (i.e., communication of vision), more focused on the collective good (i.e., encouraging followers to transcend their self-interest), and more attentive to followers' individual needs (i.e., transformational). Similarly, we expect followers to perceive their leader as less effective in the weeks that leaders avoid their leadership responsibilities (i.e., laissez-faire), because followers may associate this behaviour with non-leadership , weakness, disinterest, and/or self-interest, which are characteristics that people associate with leader ineffectiveness (Offermann et al., 1994; Schyns & Schilling, 2011) . Additionally, people associate ineffective leadership with not being communicative, which is exactly what leaders do in the weeks that they show more laissez-faire leadership. Consequently, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 1: Weekly transformational leadership behaviour leads to higher weekly perceptions of follower-rated leader effectiveness. Hypothesis 2: Weekly laissez-faire leadership behaviour leads to lower weekly perceptions of follower-rated leader effectiveness.
Leader behaviour and trust in the leader
Having faith in and loyalty to (i.e., trust in) the leader plays a major role in explaining why followers of transformational leaders perform beyond expectations (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Boal & Bryson, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990; Yukl, 1989) . Given this finding, surprisingly little empirical studies on trust as a mechanism explaining the effects of transformational leadership exist. Yet, meta-analytic findings (Ferrin & Dirks, 2002) on the direct relationship between transformational leadership and trust (number of samples = 13) indicate that transformational leadership and trust in the leader are strongly and positively associated. These studies indicate that leaders who generally show more transformational leadership are trusted more by their followers compared to leaders who generally show less transformational leadership. Given the important role that trust seems to play in explaining the effectiveness of transformational leadership, we examine how leaders can actually build (i.e., by using transformational leadership) or undermine (i.e., by using laissez-faire leadership) employee trust on a very short term (i.e., within a week). Studying weekly fluctuations in follower trust in the leader will provide insights into both the transience and proximal impact of transformational and laissez-faire leadership, as well as providing practitioners with recommendations for enhancing and potentially re-establishing followers' trust in their leader fairly quickly. Previous studies on employees' trust in colleagues and parent's trust in their children show that trust in a person can indeed fluctuate over relatively short periods of time (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2012; Kerr, Stattin, & Trost, 1999) , even from day to day (and hence, from week to week). Following social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) , we argue that followers are likely to reciprocate the resources provided by transformational leadership by trusting the leader, whereas followers are likely to reciprocate the lack of resources provided by laissez-faire leadership with distrust in the leader. We argue that followers have more trust in their leader in the weeks that leaders show more transformational leadership, because in these weeks, leaders are more concerned with their followers' needs, put the interest of the group over their self-interests, and show more trust in their followers by encouraging them to think outside of the box and to make their own decisions Bass & Avolio, 1990) . That is, from a social exchange perspective, transformational leadership contributes to a trusting relationship because leaders invest resources such as support, challenging ideas, and autonomy (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) . Similarly, when using transformational leadership, leaders invest in their followers' growth and development, showing that they genuinely care about their followers, which is likely reciprocated by followers' commitment to their leader (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) . Furthermore, leaders have the authority to make decisions that may significantly affect followers' work and private life. In the weeks that leaders show more transformational leadership, followers are likely to trust their leader more to make decisions taking everyone's interests into account and not just their own because the relationship they have with their leader is one of mutual obligations (Blau, 1964) .
In the weeks that leaders use more laissez-faire leadership, we expect that followers have less trust in their leader. That is, in these weeks, there is no social exchange relationship between leader and follower, because leaders are not around to support, challenge, and motivate their followers, meaning that leaders do not invest any resources in their followers and, consequently, do not gain their followers' trust in return (Blau, 1964) . Rather, laissez-faire leadership creates more job stressors such as role ambiguity and role conflict and thereby increases followers' work-related strain (Skogstad et al., 2007) . In addition, employees expect leaders to show consideration and initiating structure (Rush, Thomas, & Lord, 1977; Schriesheim & Stogdill, 1975) . Laissez-faire leadership does not match these expectations, and unmet expectations negatively relate to trust in the leader (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001 ). Based on these arguments, we expect that followers have less faith in and loyalty to (i.e., trust) their leader when their leader shows laissez-faire leadership.
Trust in the leader and leader effectiveness Thus far, we argued that followers will have more trust in their leader in the weeks that leaders show more transformational leadership behaviour and less trust in their leader in the weeks that leaders show more laissez-faire leadership. Consequently, we argue that followers will view their leaders as more/less effective in the weeks that followers have more/less trust in their leader. Bennis and Nanus (1985) suggested that effective leaders are the ones that earn the trust of their followers. In support of their argument, studies have shown that honesty, integrity, and truthfulness are characteristics of a leader that are most valued by followers (for a summary, see Kouzes & Posner, 1987) . Followers who trust their leader report a higher leader-member exchange relationship with their leader (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) , meaning that the trust that followers have in their leader is likely to be reciprocated by the leader (Lewicki, Tomlinson, & Gillespie, 2006) . That is, leaders will be more likely to invest resources in their trusted employee (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2012) and more likely to help out their followers when they need them. In line with this reasoning, Dirks and Ferrin (2001) meta-analytically showed that followers who trust their leader are more satisfied with their leader. Based on the idea of mutual respect and obligation (Blau, 1964) , employees will perceive their leader as more effective in the weeks that they have higher trust in the leader, because leaders are more likely to invest social resources in their followers such as making decisions in the best interest of the group and being supportive (Schyns & Schilling, 2011) in these weeks. Together, the above-mentioned arguments lead to the following two hypotheses:
Hypothesis 3: Weekly transformational leadership behaviour leads to higher weekly leader effectiveness through increased weekly trust in the leader. Hypothesis 4: Weekly laissez-faire leadership leads to lower weekly leader effectiveness through decreased weekly trust in the leader.
Interactive leadership effects
To our knowledge, only a handful of studies examined interactive effects of different leadership behaviours. One line of research has specifically focused on leadership behaviours aimed at stimulating innovative behaviour (i.e., the generation and implementation of new ideas; Ng & Feldman, 2010) in followers. This leadership is referred to as ambidextrous leadership and focuses on the interaction between 'leader opening behaviour' (i.e., facilitating exploration behaviour, including the generation of new ideas among followers) and 'leader closing behaviour' (i.e., facilitating exploitation behaviour, including the implementation of new ideas among followers; Rosing, Frese, & Bausch, 2011) . For example, Zacher and Wilden (2014) showed that leaders' daily engagement in ambidextrous leadership predicts followers' daily innovative work behaviour. These findings have been replicated at the between-person level (Zacher, Robinson, & Rosing, 2016) and at the team level (Zacher & Rosing, 2015) . In another line of research, using a cross-sectional survey study among a sample of younger and a sample of older workers, Mullen, Kelloway, and Teed (2011) studied safetyspecific leadership behaviours aimed at enhancing followers' safety-related behaviours. They found that safety-specific passive leadership (e.g., 'My direct manager waits for things to go wrong before taking action') reduces the positive effects of safety-specific transformational leadership (e.g., 'My direct manager talks about his/her values and beliefs of the importance of safety') on follower participation in and compliance with safety procedures. Mullen and her colleagues refer to the use of both safety-specific transformational and laissez-faire leadership by the same leader as 'inconsistent leadership'.
Consistency reflects the tendency to maintain consistency in decisions and behaviours across situations and persons (Leventhal, 1980) . Following this definition, inconsistency means that leaders make different decisions and/or use different behaviours across situations and persons. De Cremer (2003) conducted three experimental studies in which he manipulated leaders' consistency in decisions and examined its effects on followers. He found that participants in the 'inconsistent leader' condition perceived less procedural fairness, were more uncertain about themselves in their relationship with their supervisor, were more willing to replace the leader, and had more negative selfevaluations compared to those in the 'consistent leader' condition. Yet, these effects were only present in participants with a low social self-esteem.
Leventhal suggests that the consistency rule -the rule that authorities use procedures consistently across people and over time -is very important within organizations and interpersonal relationships. In the current study, consistency refers to the use of transformational leadership without the use of laissez-faire leadership. When leaders use both transformational and laissez-faire leadership behaviours within a short time period (i.e., a week), their behaviour is inconsistent (Leventhal, 1980) . That is, on the one hand, there are times when leaders are actively involved with their followers, motivate them, and increase group cohesion (i.e., transformational leadership); on the other hand, there are times when leaders are passive and do not mingle with their followers (i.e., laissez-faire leadership). From a social exchange perspective (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) , it seems likely that followers distrust their leader when the leader is inconsistently involved with them within the same time period, because followers receive mixed signals as to whether their leader is willing to invest resources in them and genuinely cares about them. That is, followers receive mixed signals as to whether they can rely on leader to be there when they need their leader (e.g., for help or motivation) in the weeks that leaders show both transformational and laissez-faire behaviours. Additionally, leaders make important decisions that may significantly affect followers' lives, and in the weeks that leaders use both transformational and laissez-faire leadership, it may be difficult for followers to have faith in their leader to make decisions that are also in the followers' best interest (Blau, 1964) . In support of the idea that inconsistent leader behaviours have negative effects on followers, Duffy, Ganster, and Pagon (2002) showed that when leaders show both undermining and supportive behaviours, followers show more counterproductive work behaviours and report more somatic complaints. Similarly, Hobman, Restubog, Bordia, and Tang (2009) showed that followers experience more anxiety and less psychological well-being when their leader showed more abusive supervision in combination with supportive behaviour. Following this reasoning, we propose that:
Hypothesis 5: Weekly transformational leadership is positively related to trust in the leader and leader effectiveness when laissez-faire leadership is low (i.e., consistency effect), but this positive relationship is reduced when leaders use high laissez-faire leadership behaviour (i.e., inconsistency effect).
Method
Participants and procedure Our participants were Dutch employees working at a large international brewer. The first author's Master student, who worked as an intern at the HR department of the company, informed participants about the study and invited them to participate in the study. The data collection was part of the student's Master thesis, and she was thus fully informed about the aims of the study and invested to collect good-quality data (see Demerouti & Rispens, 2014) . To further encourage employees to participate in the weekly diary study, those who participated at least three (out of five) times could win two tickets to a Dutch theme park (i.e., Efteling). All 286 employees were invited to participate in our weekly diary study. Of these 286 employees, 174 employees at least started the questionnaire, and 59 employees filled out at least three weekly questionnaires (M = 3.86 weeks 9 59 participants = 228 data points). To test for differences between those participants who participated at least three times and those who participated less than three times, we performed attrition analyses and found no differences between the two groups in terms of gender, age, marital status, education, and work experience. Although one might argue that those who participated three times or more were either more positive or more negative about their leader, we do not suspect potential attrition bias to affect our results. The reason for this is that we are interested in differences in behaviour from week to week from a person's baseline, rather than in differences between leaders and/or employees. According to Scherbaum and Ferreter (2009) , a study with a sample size of N = 5 at Level 1 (i.e., 5 weeks) and N = 40 at Level 2 (i.e., 40 persons) has a power of 0.75 to detect a medium effect size. The sample consists of 23 women and 35 men who were aged between 22 and 63 (M = 36.74, SD = 11.980). On average, employees had 15.12 years of work experience (SD = 13.17), with an average organizational tenure of 10.03 years (SD = 10.882). Most of the participants were either married or cohabiting (66.1%) and they were generally highly educated; 58.6% followed at least higher vocational training. We did not collect information on the leaders or on the employees' jobs. The reason for not collecting these data was to protect both participants' and leaders' anonymity and to address potential concerns regarding anonymity by participants and the company in order to secure their participation.
Measures
The time frame of all questionnaires was adapted such that the items refer to the week level. All items were rated on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Leadership
Transformational leadership (15 items) and laissez-faire leadership (four items) were measured with items taken from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X-short; based on earlier research on within-person fluctuations in transformational leadership using a Dutch version of the MLQ-5X-short (Stuart, 2005; Tims et al., 2011) . Example items are 'This week, my leader talked enthusiastically about the future' (i.e., transformational leadership) and 'This week, my leader avoided making decisions' (i.e., laissez-faire leadership). Consistent with most previous research, we computed an overall score across the 15 transformational leadership items, as the subdimensions of transformational leadership (i.e., idealized influence -attributed and behaviour; inspirational motivation; intellectual stimulation; individualized consideration) are highly intercorrelated (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999) . Both scales showed good reliability, with a = .95 for transformational leadership and a = .74 for laissez-faire leadership.
Trust in the leader Trust in the leader was measured with six items measuring faith in and loyalty to the leader (Podsakoff et al., 1990 ). An example item is 'This week, I had complete faith in the integrity of my leader'. Reliability for trust in the leader was good, a = .78.
Leader effectiveness
Leader effectiveness was measured with the 5-item leader effectiveness scale (Vecchio & Anderson, 2009) , which includes items such as 'This week, my leader provided very effective leadership'. The scale had high reliability with a = .97.
Analytical strategy
We used Mplus version 7.4 (Muth en & Muth en, 1998 to test our mediation and interaction hypotheses using structural equation modelling (SEM) with latent variables and bootstrapping. We tested both within-weeks (i.e., associations between variables measured in the same week; see Table 2 ) and lagged effects (i.e., associations between variables measured in different, consecutive weeks; see Table 3 ). For the latter, we created lagged variables to regress weekly trust in the leader at week t + 1 on weekly transformational and laissez-faire leadership at week t, and to regress leader effectiveness at week t + 2 on weekly trust at week t + 1 (see Figure 1 for an overview). Our data have a nested structure whereby weekly data (N = 228 data points) are nested within persons (N = 59 employees), meaning that the total variance can be explained by within-person (i.e., persons) and between-person (i.e., weeks) differences. We calculated the intraclass correlations (ICCs) to examine the amount of variance that resides at the within-person level for each study variable. ICCs are calculated by dividing the between-person variance by the sum of the between-and within-person variance. The ICCs in our study showed that 34.2% of the variance in laissez-faire leadership, 68.9% of the variance in transformational leadership, 31.5% of the variance in trust in the leader, and 67.5% of the variance in perceived leader effectiveness could potentially be explained at the week level. Because we were interested in within-person variability and we had non-independent observations, we used the TYPE = COMPLEX option in Mplus to take the nested structure of the data (i.e., days nested within persons) into account. Finally, we used software by Dawson and Richter (2006) to plot our interaction effect.
Results
Descriptive statistics, correlations, and variance components Table 1 provides an overview of the means, standard deviations, internal consistencies, and within-and between-person correlations between the study variables.
Measurement model
We first tested a measurement model consisting of four latent variables and their indicators: transformational leadership (five dimensions consisting of three items each), laissez-faire leadership (four items), trust in the leader (six items), and perceived leader effectiveness (five items). Although the model fitted well to the data, v 2 (164) = 292.59, CFI = .96; TLI = .95, RMSEA = .06; SRMR = .06, one item measuring weekly laissez-faire leadership (i.e., 'This week, my leader did not bother me when I did not bother him/her') and one item measuring weekly trust in the leader (i.e., 'This week, I had a divided sense of loyalty toward my leader') did not load significantly onto the intended latent factors 'laissez-faire leadership' and 'trust in the leader'. We decided to test an alternative measurement model in which we removed these two items. This time, the measurement model showed an excellent fit to the data, v 2 (129) = 237.59, CFI = .97; TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06; SRMR = .05, and all indicators loaded significantly onto their intended latent factors. Because of the recent criticisms on the measurement of transformational leadership, stating that it would be confounded with the measurement of leadership effectiveness (Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013) , we also tested a measurement model in which the transformational leadership dimensions and the leader effectiveness items loaded onto one factor. Although this three-factor model did show an acceptable to the data, v 2 (132) = 376.683, CFI = .93; TLI = .91, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .05, there was a significant decrease of fit compared to the four-factor model, Dv 2 (2) = 101.96, p < .001, supporting the discriminant validity of our transformational leadership measure. Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
Direct effects
We first tested our main effect hypotheses, stating that weekly transformational leadership behaviour is associated with higher weekly perceptions of follower-rated leader effectiveness (Hypothesis 1) and that weekly laissez-faire leadership behaviour is associated with lower weekly perceptions of follower-rated leader effectiveness (Hypothesis 2).
Within-week effects
We first tested our hypotheses within weeks, to see whether followers perceive their leaders as more/less effective in the same weeks that their leader shows more/less transformational/laissez-faire leadership. Table 2 ). Together, weekly transformational and laissez-faire leadership explained 84.7% of the variance in weekly follower-rated leader effectiveness.
Lagged within-week effects
Next, we tested lagged (i.e., from one week to the next) effects of leader behaviour on leader effectiveness. Again, consistent with Hypothesis 1, we showed that weekly transformational leadership resulted in higher rating of leader effectiveness (b* = .782, SE = .055, p < .001, CI [0.674, 0.890] ). Yet, we did not find support for Hypothesis 2. That is, weekly laissez-faire leadership was not significantly associated with a decrease in leader effectiveness the next week (b* = À.081, SE = .062, p = .177, CI [À0.203, 0.042]). Overall, sixty-six per cent of the variance in weekly follower-rated leader effectiveness was explained by transformational and laissez-faire leadership the week before (see Table 3 ).
Mediation hypotheses
We continued by testing our mediation hypotheses. Hypothesis 3 states that weekly transformational leadership is associated with higher weekly trust in the leader, which in turn is associated with higher perceived leader effectiveness. According to Hypothesis 4, weekly laissez-faire leadership is associated with lower weekly trust in the leader, which consequently is associated with reduced perceived leader effectiveness.
Within-week mediation
We first tested the within (i.e., same)-week mediation model, in which we included the direct effects of transformational and laissez-faire leadership on follower-rated leader effectiveness. The results showed that followers reported more trust in their leader in the weeks that their leader showed more transformational leadership (b* = .523, SE = .080, p < . Table 2 ).
Lagged within-week mediation
The results for the lagged mediation effects showed that weekly transformational leadership resulted in higher levels of trust in the leader the next week (b* = .431, SE = .100, p < . . This model explained 26% of the variance in weekly trust in the leader and 53.7% of the variance in weekly follower-rated leader effectiveness (see Table 3 ).
Moderation hypothesis Finally, we tested our Hypothesis 5, which states that weekly transformational leadership is positively related to trust in the leader and leader effectiveness when laissez-faire leadership is low (i.e., consistency effect), but this positive relationship is reduced when leaders use high laissez-faire leadership behaviour (i.e., inconsistency effect).
Within-week effects
We first tested our hypothesis within weeks. We found that followers reported to trust their leader more in those weeks that transformational leadership was higher (b = .337, SE = .063, p = <. Table 2 ). Figure 2a graphically presents the interaction effect, showing that in those weeks that transformational leadership was relatively higher (+1 SD above the leader's average use of transformational leadership), trust in the leader was higher and unaffected by leaders' laissez-faire leadership. Yet, in those weeks that transformational leadership was relatively lower (À1 SD below the leader's average use of transformational leadership), trust in the leader was lower when laissez-faire leadership was relatively higher (+1 SD above the leader's average use of laissez-faire leadership) in that week. Thus, rather than the expected inconsistency effect of leaders behaviour on followers' trust in their leader and perceived leader effectiveness, we found a consistency effect. Table 3 ) on follower-rated leader effectiveness. Finally, we found a significant interaction between weekly transformational and laissez-faire leadership on next week's trust in the leader (b = .327, SE = .106, p < .01, CI [0.120, 0.534]; see Figure 2b ). Similar to the withinweek interaction effect, when transformational leadership was relatively higher (+1 SD), next-week trust in the leader was higher and independent of leaders' laissez-faire leadership. In contrast, when transformational leadership was relatively lower (À1 SD), next-week trust in the leader was lower when laissez-faire leadership was relatively higher (+1 SD). Again, across weeks, we found a consistency effect rather than the expected inconsistency effect of leader behaviour on followers' trust in their leader and perceived leader effectiveness.
Conditional indirect effects
Because Mplus does not allow testing conditional indirect effects with latent variables, we used the observed variables to estimate these effects. The within-weeks analysis showed a significant conditional indirect effect for lower levels (i.e., À1 SD; b = .084, SE = .040, p < .05), but not for higher levels (i.e., +1 SD; b = .114, SE = .080, p = .070) of laissezfaire leadership. The across-weeks analysis showed no significant conditional indirect effect for either lower (i.e., À1 SD; b = .119, SE = .074, p = .111) or higher (i.e., +1 SD; b = .190, SE = .142, p = .081) laissez-faire leadership.
Discussion
We examined the main and interactive effects of weekly transformational and laissez-faire leadership on leader effectiveness via follower trust in the leader. Our results showed that transformational leadership had a positive effect, and laissez-faire leadership had a somewhat weaker negative effect on followers' trust in the leader that same week and the week after. Trust in the leader, in turn, positively related to follower perceived leader effectiveness that same week, but not the week after. These results are consistent with our expectations and previous research on the positive and negative effects of transformational and laissez-faire leadership, respectively (e.g., Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Skogstad et al., 2014) . In addition, we are the first to show that elevated levels of weekly laissez-faire leadership are negatively related to followers' trust in the leader in the same week, and one of the few to examine this relationship at all. One exception is a study by Kelloway, Turner, Barling, and Loughlin (2012) . Using two different samples, the authors showed that leaders who are generally more laissez-faire than others decrease the level of trust that followers have in them which, subsequently, negatively affects followers' well-being. Our results are in line with this finding, showing that followers have less trust in their leader in those weeks that their leader shows more laissez-faire leadership than (s)he shows on average. Additionally, in our study, we showed that weekly fluctuations in laissez-faire leadership directly affect followers' trust in their leader and their impressions of leader effectiveness and that these effects are rather short-lived (i.e., within the same week rather than the following week). We further contribute to the literature by demonstrating that weekly fluctuations in transformational and laissez-faire leadership interact in predicting weekly trust in the leader. Specifically, trust in the leader was higher in the weeks that leaders showed more transformational leadership than on average, regardless of how much laissez-faire leadership leaders used. In contrast, trust in the leader was reduced in the weeks that leaders showed relatively more laissez-faire leadership and less transformational leadership than usual. This finding is not in line with our predictions or with previous research (e.g., De Cremer, 2003; Mullen et al., 2011) . That is, we expected that it would be more difficult for followers to trust their leader in the weeks that their leader is a source of both laissez-faire and transformational leadership, because followers receive mixed signals from their leader which may make it difficult to trust that their leader would act in the followers' best interest (Blau, 1964; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) . Rather than an inconsistent leadership effect (i.e., both higher than usual), we found that followers' trust in their leader was reduced in those weeks that leaders showed less transformational leadership than on average and laissez-faire leadership was relatively higher than usual. In contrast, the negative effect of weekly laissez-faire leadership on followers' trust in their leader was buffered in the weeks that leaders showed more transformational leadership than average.
Theoretical implications
Our findings have a number of theoretical implications for leadership research. First, they contribute to research on laissez-faire leadership, which is relatively scarce compared to research on transformational leadership (Skogstad et al., 2014) . Some scholars argue that laissez-faire leadership is a form of destructive leadership (e.g., Einarsen et al., 2007; Thoroughgood, Sawyer, Padilla, & Lunsford, 2018) and our research supports this point of view, showing that weekly laissez-faire leadership harms employees, particularly when it goes hand in hand with lower levels of transformational leadership. Followers may be hindered to achieve their goals in those weeks, because they do not receive any guidance from their leader (i.e., combination of relatively higher laissez-faire and relatively lower transformational leadership; Bakker & Demerouti, 2018 ). Yet, some researchers wonder whether it is appropriate to categorize laissez-faire leadership as a form of destructive leadership (Schyns & Schilling, 2013) . Interestingly, our results also support this notion. That is, we showed that trust in the leader was higher in those weeks that leaders showed both transformational and laissez-faire leadership, which is an inconsistency effect, but in the opposite direction to what we expected (i.e., we argued that trust in the leader would be lower in this case). A possible explanation could be that transformational leadership instils trust in followers, and because of that, leaders may be laissez-faire at times, for example, because the leader has inspired followers to continue working on a task and because they feel challenged and supported, are able to work independently, and finish the task. In line with this reasoning, Skogstad, Nielsen, and Einarsen (2017) argue that passive leadership is not destructive per se, but it is when followers are in need of guidance from their leader and it is not when there are legitimate reasons for leaders to refrain from action (e.g., when transformational leadership is higher). It thus seems that laissez-faire is a 'unique type of destructive leadership' (Craig & Kaiser, 2013, p. 7) . Another topic of debate is whether intentionality should be part of the definition of destructive leadership (see, e.g., Craig & Kaiser, 2013) . Assuming that leaders actually intend to be laissez-faire, it would be interesting to take a closer look at the reasons why leaders engage in laissez-faire leadership: Do they deliberately withdraw from the workplace because they are not able or willing to lead or do they intentionally decide that they do not need to interfere with their followers (i.e., a sign of good leadership and understanding followers' needs)? At the same time, our findings advance the literature on transformational leadership, showing that transformational leadership is an effective way to lead, because followers have more trust in their leader in the weeks that leaders use more transformational leadership, and it buffers the negative effect of weekly laissez-faire leadership on followers' trust in their leader. Extending this literature is particularly important in times of scepticism among researchers regarding the validity of the transformational leadership construct (Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013) . One of the criticisms on the concept of charismatic and transformational leadership is that their outcomes (such as trust in the leader and leader effectiveness) are confounded with their conceptualization and measurement. We were able to test whether this was problematic in our study by testing a measurement model with latent variables. Although we found that our measurement model including four different factors (i.e., weekly transformational and weekly laissezfaire leadership, weekly trust in the leader, and weekly leader effectiveness) fitted well to the data, and fitted better to the data compared to the model in which transformational leadership and leader effectiveness were combined into one single factor, we did find very high correlations between weekly transformational leadership and weekly leader effectiveness (see Table 1 ). Contrary to the correlations between weekly transformational leadership and weekly trust in the leader (see also Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) , the correlations between weekly transformational leadership and weekly leader effectiveness call into question whether these two constructs can actually be considered as independent factors. Future research is needed to examine whether this is indeed a measurement problem (as suggested by Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013) or whether it reflects the highly effective nature of transformational leadership.
By focusing on within-person variability in two different leadership behaviours, we add to a steadily growing body of research that conceptualizes and observes fluctuations in leadership behaviour over time Breevaart, Bakker, Hetland, et al., 2014; Breevaart et al. (2016); Breevaart & Bakker, 2017; Zacher & Wilden, 2014) . Similar to other forms of behaviour in the work context (Dalal et al., 2014) , we found that substantial variability in leadership behaviours resided at the within-person level. Thus, our research emphasizes the need to study leadership and followership from a within-person perspective. In line with Bass' (1985) theory and previous research, our study shows that leaders use multiple behaviours, which have different effects (see Breevaart, Bakker, Hetland, et al., 2014 , for a study on transformational and transactional leadership) and alternate each other's effects when used in combination.
Our within-person perspective on leadership was not just reflected in the weekly main effects of transformational and laissez-faire leadership behaviour, but also in the examination of the interactive effect of these two different leader behaviours. We hereby build on and extend research on inconsistent and ambidextrous leadership behaviours (Mullen et al., 2011; Rosing et al., 2011) . Research based on the ambidexterity theory of leadership and innovation has generally shown that opening and closing leadership behaviours enhance each other's positive effects on employee innovative performance. De Cremer's (2003) experimental research on inconsistent decisions made by leaders showed that inconsistent decisions were associated with a range of negative follower outcomes such as reduced procedural fairness perceptions and increased willingness to replace the leader. Based on previous research (e.g., De Cremer, 2003; Duffy et al., 2002; Hobman et al., 2009) , we expected that inconsistent leadership behaviour (i.e., transformational and laissez-faire leadership) would lower followers' trust in their leader and, consequently, leaders' perceived effectiveness. Contrary to these expectations, we found that when the use of transformational leadership was higher, trust was highest irrespective of leader's laissez-faire leadership. Trust in the leader was lowered when leaders used more laissez-faire leadership, but less transformational leadership than usual. Possibly, followers' attribution of their leaders' behaviour is different when leaders use both transformational and laissez-faire leadership compared to when leaders use more transformational and less laissez-faire leadership than usual. For example, leaders who use transformational leadership may have the moral credits to sometimes also use laissez-faire leadership (Lin et al., 2016) and/or their behaviour may be differently attributed (see Kim, Dirks, Cooper, & Ferrin, 2006 , on the role of internal versus external attribution in repair of trust). Together, findings from different studies on interactive and (in)consistent leadership behaviour show that this is a rather unexplored area that is in need for future research to investigate how the combination of multiple leader behaviours affects followers and organizations.
Limitations and future research
We acknowledge that our study has a number of limitations. First, we were interested in follower's self-reported experiences, which may raise concerns about common method bias. However, the use of a weekly diary study design, the results of the CFA, and the use of different referents in the questionnaires (i.e., the leader's behaviour vs. one's own perceptions of the leader) may alleviate some of these concerns (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) . Second, our results showed that within-week fluctuations in leadership behaviour directly (i.e., in that same week) affect followers, but some of these effects did not hold across weeks. Therefore, more research is needed to establish the causality of the proposed mediation model, for example, by using a shorter time frame (e.g., halfway through and at the end of the week). Third, we focused only on the most active and most passive poles of the full range of leadership (Bass, 1990) and did not assess transactional leadership in this study (see Breevaart, Bakker, Hetland, et al., 2014 , for a study on the daily effects of transformational and transactional leadership). However, meta-analytic research has shown that the 'contingent reward' dimension of transactional leadership is strongly and positively related to transformational leadership (r = .80; Judge & Piccolo, 2004) . In contrast, Judge and Piccolo (2004) found that the other two dimensions of transactional leadership (i.e., management-by-exception active and passive) were only weakly to moderately related to transformational and laissez-faire leadership. Fourth, the relatively high attrition rate may raise question about the representativeness of our sample. That is, out of the 174 employees who started the questionnaire, only 59 filled out at least three weekly surveys (i.e., 33.9%). As described in our method section, our attrition analyses showed no significant differences between those participants who participated three times or more and those who filled out two or fewer weekly surveys. Additionally, even if there were significant differences, they would be unlikely to influence our results because we are interested in within-person differences from each person's baseline rather than between-person differences. Yet, our dropout rate does reflect the difficulty of gathering diary data and the need to motivate people to participate in diary studies (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010) . Finally, the laissez-faire leadership reported by our participants was, as is often with destructive types of leadership (for a discussion, see Breevaart & De Vries, 2017) , on the lower end of the scale (i.e., M = 3.09, SD = 1.03 on a 7-point scale). Because we were interested in leader's deviations from their own, personal mean, rather than deviations from the grand mean, we do not consider this problematic in our current study. However, it does indicate that laissez-faire leadership is either less often used than transformational leadership or less often reported (e.g., because of fear for repercussions), which would be interesting to investigate in future studies.
Our findings have a number of additional implications for future research. First, we speculated that leaders may use both active (i.e., transformational) and passive (i.e., laissez-faire) leadership for different reasons. They may use more laissez-faire leadership when they had a 'bad day', for instance, due to a lack of sleep in the previous night (Barnes, 2012 ). Yet, little is known about the actual predictors of transformational and/or laissez-faire leadership. To this end, researchers could make use of the work-home resources model (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) to conceptualize various demands and resources that could affect daily, weekly, or longer term leadership behaviour. Moreover, researchers could draw on affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) to examine which positive and negative events predict leadership behaviours via experienced positive and negative affect (see George, 2000) .
It would also be interesting to examine followers' attributions of leader behaviours. For instance, do they perceive their leader as unable or unwilling to inspire? Attributions in terms of abilities (i.e., unable to inspire due to personal or situational factors) may have less negative consequences on follower trust in their leader compared to attributions of unwillingness. Furthermore, follower attributions that entail that leaders are only temporary unable or unwilling to show active behaviours may have less negative influences on trust compared to attributions of a more general and stable nature. Such research could also examine whether the use of different types of laissez-faire (e.g., laissezfaire because one is not around or because one has a bad day) leads to different results than those found in the current study. Moreover, De Cremer (2003) showed that inconsistent leader decisions had negative outcomes, but only for those followers who had a low social self-esteem. It could be that those low in self self-esteem evaluate their leaders' decisions differently (e.g., blame it on their selves). Traditionally, leadership researchers have treated followers as passive recipients of leadership, while leadership seems to be an interaction between leaders and followers that deserves further research attention (see, e.g., Breevaart et al., 2016; Hamstra, Van Yperen, Wisse, & Sassenberg, 2011) .
Finally, a more fundamental question related to our suggestions for future research is: When is leader behaviour perceived as inconsistent? In the current study, we focused on the main and interactive effects of weekly transformational and laissez-faire leadership. In the future, it would be interesting to vary the temporal focus of either or both forms of leadership. For instance, researchers could study cross-level effects in which leaders who generally tend to display transformational leadership behaviours show laissez-faire leadership on some days or weeks, or vice versa (i.e., when leaders behave inconsistently with their general leadership style). Additionally, researchers could investigate various combinations of two or more leadership behaviours that conceptually and empirically relate more or less. For instance, follower may perceive the use of both ethical leadership behaviour and abusive leadership as more inconsistent than the combination of conceptually different forms of leadership, such as creativity-enhancing leadership and authentic leadership. Finally, if followers understand why leaders behave differently across different situations and/or people, perceived inconsistency may have different effects on followers' trust in their leader.
Conclusion
With this diary study, we contribute to the leadership literature by demonstrating main and interactive effects of weekly transformational and laissez-faire leadership behaviours on perceived leader effectiveness. Specifically, trust in the leader and, consequently, perceived leader effectiveness were reduced when leaders showed a combination of lower (i.e., À1 SD) weekly transformational and higher (+1 SD) laissez-faire leadership. Moreover, we showed that follower trust in the leader mediated these effects. Overall, these findings suggest that it is important to take within-person variability and interactions between different leadership behaviours into account when studying leader effectiveness.
